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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1969-70

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
December 2, 1969
To:

All Members of the University Faculty

From :

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

December Meeting of University Faculty

The next regular meeting of the University Faculty will be held on
Tuesday, December .2_, at 3:30 p.m. in the Kiva.
The agenda will include the following items:
I.

II.
III.
IV.

V.

VI.

Nomination of 6 members (no more than 3 from the college
of Arts and Sciences and not more than 1 of the remaining
3 from any other college) and 3 alternates of the Ad Hoc
Committee on University Governance.
Statement by the committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure -- Professor Drummond.
(Statement attached.)
Resolution by Professor Tomasson and others.
attached.)

(Statement

Report on the Experimental Graduate Program, Last Summer,
on the campus of the college of Santa Fe -- Dean Springer .
(Statement attached.)
Recommendation for an amendment to the Faculty constitution
relative to the size of a quorum -- Professor Cottrell for
the Policy Committee.
(Statement attached.)
(NOTE: Recommendation may be discussed, but no final
action for 30 days.)
Recommendation for a change in the maximum retirement age
from 65 to 68 -- Professor Willis Ellis for the Retirement
and Insurance committee.

Also attached:
JND/ped
Enclosures

summarized minutes of meeting of October 14, 1969.

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
January 5, 1970
To:

All Members of the University Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Enclosed are the summarized minutes of the December 9, 1969, faculty
meeting, prepared from the verbatim minutes, kept on file in my
office. As noted in the Constitution, they are open to inspection
by any faculty member.
Mr. Howard Henry, head of the court reporting firm which makes a
stenographic record of each of our meetings and prepares a typed
transcript of the verbatim minute~ has assured me that all such
transcripts will reach me not later than two weeks following each
meeting. Unless we again are faced with the necessity of special
interim meetings, as we were last year, this will give me ample
time to prepare accurate summarized minutes and to include them
regularly with the agenda for the meeting which immediately follows.
Faculty members thus have opportunity at each meeting to suggest
n7cessary changes and, if they wish, have me read the summarized
minutes of the preceding meeting and approve them formally.
JND/ped
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING

December 9, 1969
(Summarized Minutes)
The December 9, 1969, meeting of the University Faculty was called to
order by President Heady at 3 :30 p.m., with a quorum present .

By vote of the Faculty, the order of the agenda was changed to permit
Professor Cottrell to make a special report from the Policy committee
relative to the New Mexico Quarterly. Noting that the Regents, at
their December 6 meeting, had voted 5-0 to release the final issue to
subscribers except for those who did not wish to receive it, Professor
Cottrell reviewed the work of a Policy committee subcommittee in
drafting a "position paper" on the Quarterly which had been submitted
to the Regents. Then, on behalf of the Policy committee and the
Publications Committee, Professor Cottrell presented the following
resolution:

"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico expresses its
appreciation of and its support of the Regents' decision of
December 6, 1969, to distribute the final issue of the New
Mexico Quarterly. The reputation of this university as a
center of free inquiry and learning has been enhanced by
~he final action taken by the Regents on this matter.
A series of amendments resulted in changing the word "enhanced" to
res t ored, deleting the word final, " and adding a second paragraph,
to r 7ad, "The Faculty expects that there will be no restriction on
public sale of the issue.
As amended, the resolution was thereupon
approved by the Faculty.
11

II

11

II

11

In a preferential ballot, the Faculty named the following persons to
s(erve on the.committee on university Governance: ~rofessors ~owarth
Arts and Sciences}, Hoyt (Arts and sciences), Ivins {Education),
N~rman (Arts and Sciences), Solomon (Medicine), and walker (Law);
: ~ernates: Professors Bransford (Education), Davis (Arts and
ciences), and Whan (Engineering).
; rofessor Drummond, chairman of the committee on Academic Freedom and
enure, called the attention of the Faculty to the committee's state; e~t ~n the agenda which quoted the A.A.U.P. 1940 Statement of
rinciples (Appendix I to the Policy on Academic Freedom and Tenure)
~n speaking and writing as a citizen and the committee A Statement on
;~ramura~ Utterances. Professor Drummond said that no approval or
9 up action was requested but that the committee "urges all faculty
;:~7rs to remember that a measure of humility, of compassion for the
n lings of others, and of concern for the effects of our behavior is
eeaea by all of US •
II

p
The following resolution included in the agenda materials, was
mre~ented by Professor Tomass~n on behalf of a group of 29 faculty
f~~ l ers:
We, the members of the university of 1:1ew M~xico fa<?ul ty, .
Y endorse our right to criticize each other in print and in public.
11

2 ,

r,ff /6f
However, we regard public statements of any kind calling for the dismi ssal of a fellow faculty member to be a serious violation of collegial responsibility and propriety. Procedures are available for
bringing charges against faculty members should anyone feel cornpeiled
to do so.
The following substitute motion was made by Professor
Kanowitz: "We, the members of the UNM Faculty , take note of some
recent statements of two of our colleagues before the Legislative
committee Investigating State Universities, suggesting the firing of
certain faculty members as a cure for what they regarded as serious
problems at UNM. We hereby register our disapproval of that suggestion and reaffirm our adherence to establish internal procedures for
seeking the dismissal of any faculty member II After a discussion, a
motion t o ~ Professor Kanowitz's motion was carried .
11

a

The following motion by Professor Merkx was then approved by the
Faculty: "I move we go on record as reaffirming the right of all
faculty members to due process, according to Faculty r u les, relative
to any charges made against them. 11
Dean Springer reported on the first summer of a two-year experimental
prog ram of offering graduate courses on the college of Santa Fe campus
during the Summer Session . The Faculty voted to accept the report and
to continue the program for a second year .
Professor Cottrell, on behalf of the Policy committee, recommended
; hat the first sentence of section S(b) of the Faculty Constitution
oe amended.
(Present wording: "Those members of the Voting Faculty
P~esent, on active duty during a semester, but no fewer than twentyfive, shall constitute a quorum for business.
Proposed new wording:
"Those members of the voting Faculty present, on active duty during
a semester, but no fewer than one hundred, shall constitu te a quorum
for business, except that for purposes of approving candidates for
degrees a quorum shall be defined as no fewer than fifty members . " )
11

The following substitute motion by Professor Merkx was defeated:
Those members of the voting Faculty present, on active duty during
~ s~mester, but no fewer than fifty, shall constitute a quorum for
usiness
Another substitute motion by Professor Green, that the
~resent wording in the Faculty constitution relative to a qu~r~rn be
selet~d was also losto Finally, the Faculty approved an additional
Fubstitute motion by Professor Merkx that "Those members of the Voting
aculty present, on active duty during a semester, but no fewer than
s~venty-five, shall constitute a quorum for business. 11 It was under~ 0 0d that this last motion would be brought to the next faculty meet~ng for final action and, at Professor Regener's suggestion, t h at the
aecretary would notify all faculty members immediately regarding the
mended wording on which action would be requested.
11

0

"

:r~~essor Willis Ellis, chairman of the Retirement and Insurance Cornch ee, .Presented to the Faculty the Committee's recommendation for a
cuan~e in the maximum retirement age from 65 to 68. After brief disan~sion, it was agreed that the subject needed more time than remained,
re th~ Secretary was asked to publicize the fact that final action
fiiarding the quorum and a discussion of retirement age would be t h e
st two items of business at the January 13 meeting.
The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.rn.
John N. Durrie, Secretary

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
December 9,

1969

The December 9, 1969 meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 3:30
p.m., with a quorum present.
PRESIDENT HEADY I'd like to call the meeting
to order, please. Before we turn to the items on the
agenda, Professor Cottrell has asked for the floor.
Report on
PROFESSOR COTTRELL Mr. President, I would like
to move for a change in the agenda for today, the insertion New Mexico
Quarterly
of a new i tern, prior to the others, ·f or the purpose of
making a special report from the Policy Committee relative
to the New Mexico Quarterly.
PROFESSOR WOLF
HEADY

Is there discussion?

FACULTY MEMBER
hear you.
HEADY

Second.

I couldn't hear you.

I couldn't

Repeat it, Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL A change inserting a new item, ahead of
the agenda, for purposes of reporting, making a special
report from the Policy Committee relative to the New
Mexico Quarterly.
HEADY It's been seconded. Is there discussion?
Those in favor, please say aye. Opposed, no. The motion
is carried.
COTTRELL
In September, at the meeting of this
faculty, I indicated that the Faculty Policy Committee
Would report back to the Faculty, at such time as we had
~omething to report relative to the status of the final
issue of the New Mexico Quarterly.

12/9/69. p.2

Now, all of you read the papers, and whether you read
the Tribune , the Jou r nal, or the Lobo , i t h as been indicated
that the final issue of the New Mexico Quarterly wi l l be
released for distribution to. those subscribers who desire
to receive it.
I don't think we need to rehash the entire two months
intervening, from the time -- three months, I guess now, from
the time that we started this discussion until today, but I
do think that, on behalf of the Policy Committee, which had
accepted this responsibility in accordance with the
constitutional responsibilities of being a liaison with the
Regents, upon request of the Publications Committee, that I
would like to tell you a little about the subcommittee that
did some of the work and express my personal gratitude to
several of these persons.
In September, i t was decided that the Policy Committee,
as a whole, probably could not function and develop a
position paper and discuss this item with the Regents, so
a subcommittee of the Policy Committee was mixed with
representatives from the Publications Committee and a couple
of other Faculty membe rs.
I chaired this subcommittee; Professor Thorson,
Professor Barnetb.- WaJt Barnett from the Policy Committee
served on that subcommittee. Professo:r::s-Spuhler and Rhodes
from the Publications Committee, ProfessorsBob Walker from
the Law School, and David Johnson, from the Department of
English were added to give us a broader committee, but at
the same time, one small enough that we could work, argue,
discuss the pertinent points that we wanted to discuss with
the Regen ts.
As a result of these deliberations, a position paper
wasW\ developed which was submitted to the Regents for their
aa~;;Ee°ting of November 6, I believe i t was;
they were unable
to act that day because the agenda was rather long and
deferred i t and set up a special meeting for that.
I want to express to the Faculty my opinion of this
Position paper and to its primary author, Walter Barnett,
our sincere appreciation.
It was the result, in a way,
of many hours of discussion, but the final editing and
Putting it together in a coherent form was the responsibility
of Walter Barnett, a member of the Policy Committee, and
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from the School of Law.
At our meeting Saturday, we further asked Walter to
supplement this with any verbal arguments he wanted to
present, . and he so did and did so in an excellent manner.
The vote of the Regents then was five-zero in releasing
this issue of the Quarterly to the subscribers.
I have been asked by the Publications Committee
to present to the Faculty, and this was not written up
by the Publications Committee, but upon their request,
I undertook to formulate a resolution today that I would
like to present to you then for action on this matter.
And so Mr. Chairman, T would like to move the
following resolution:
"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico
expresses its appreciation of and its support
of the Regents' decision of December 9, 1969
to distribute the final issue of the New Mexico
Quarterly. The reputation of this Universit~
as a center of free inquiry ~ leaniing_; has
been enhanced by the final action taKen by the
Regents on this matter/1
I am presenting
this on behalf of
e Faculty Policy Committee
and the Publications Committee."'
--

----------- ------------

As a matter of point, the date was December 6.
The typewriter was upside down (indicating document. )
I ~ove the adoption of the resolution.
HEADY
RHODES
HEADY

Is there a second to this moti·o n?
I second it.
Is there discussion?

Mr. Rodefer.

PROFESSOR RODEFER
I wanted to ask a couple of
~uestions. One, do you know approximately how many
issues the magazine copies, the maga~ine now, that are
being released that are -- were impounded?
COTTRELL

I don't know that number.
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RODEFER
What I was wondering about is that I was
that in the resolution of the subscribers, is this going
to be available in the bookstores to non-subscribers?
COTTRELL
That was a question that came up afte·r
the meeting, and I feel that there will probably have to
be some clarification by th.e Regents on their own action
about this.
I would take it, at face value, that .it is
released to the subscribers at this time, and I don't
know what meaning it has beyond that.
HEADY I might comment that I think -- and I've
checked this with the secretary, the Regents -- I think
it is quite clear that the only action that was taken on
Saturday by the Regents was to distribute. to subscribers.
RODEFER
the bookstore?

So the magazine cannot be on sale now in

FACULTY MEMBER

I can't hear you.

RODEFER
The magazine is not going to be on sale
in the University Bookstore?
HEADY
At least, subject to some interpretation
by the Regents as to what they may have meant, . that is
not clear from the resolution th.at .they have adopted.
Is that correct?
RODEFER

No, it wasn't cleat.

HEADY
On the question of how many copies will be
distributed to subscribers, I believe it is between six
or seven hundred.
I don't know the exact number.
RODEFER:
I just wondered if the subscription list
was equal to the list of impounded copies, and I suspect
it wasn't.

there.

HEADY
It is close to it, but there is a margin
I don't know just how big it is.
Is there any further discussion?
Yes, sir.
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PROFESSOR SPOLSKY
I'm not sure that I understand
what we will be asked to do, but is i t true, then, now
that we are being asked to accept the pos.ition in which
the sale of. the magazine is still restricted?
COTTRELL No, hot in terms of the resolution.
It
says nothing about that.
It merely says that we appreciate
t he Regents releasing t he final issue for distribution.
The motion they had was, of course, to subscribers.
This has been the big i ssue, this point.
I think the other
is the point of clarification of details, if there's a
hundred or two hundred copies left, which is something that
can be worked out, and I think the major question is that
they did decide to release this for distribution.
HEADY

Mr. Hoyt?

PROFESSOR HOYT I would like to move for an amendment
to this resolution.
The Faculty hopes that there will be
no restriction on public sale of. the issue.
WOLF

Seconded.

HEADY The amendment has been moved and seconded.
This will go at the end of. the .statement: The Faculty
hopes that there will be no restrictions upon public sale
of the issue.
HOYT

And I think it should be a separate paragraph.

HEADY All right . . The amendment is to add as a
separate paragraph: The Faculty hopes that there will be no
restrictions · on public sale of the issue.
Is there debate. on this amendment?.

J:J?.CA
'1!V$!ff
~-~~

I wonder if I could ask Professor Hoyt
t o change the word "hopes" t
"expects".
HOYT

I ' l l accept the

Wot...F
Me ll!J'i¥. JIIHIBEA

HEADY

So do I.

All right.

The mover and seconder have
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agreed that the word "expects" wi 11 replace "hopes".
Is there debate on the amendment?
H E1W AR1H

eeWWFEE•~

That will be in the secon d paragraph .

HEADY And tha t will be a second paragraph .
you ready to vote on the amendment?

Are

Those in favor of the a mendment, please say a y e.
Opposed, no. The amendment is carried.
Now, is there further discussion on the motion as
amended?
Professor Green?
PROFESSOR GREEN
That went b y fairly fast, Marion.
There was one~n/~~ife. there in wh ich you said someth ing
about enhancing
COTTRELL The reputation of this University as a
center of free inquiry and learning has been enhanced by
t he final action taken by the Regents aithis matter.
GREEN
Well, I don't know that I can subscribe to
that. It seems to me that, at best, we have come back to
where we were.
It has not been enhanced, ·s o I move t o
strike that sentence as an a mendment.
COTTRELL
GREEN

Huh?

COTTRELL
just the word?
GREEN
see anything.

The entire sentence?

The entire sentence?

I'm not sure what's left, because I can't

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

You're not meaning

Would you read what is left?

Also, with what was added.

COTTRELL The Faculty of the University of Ne w
Mexico expresses its appreciation of and its support of
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the Regents' decision of December 6, 1969, to distribute
the final issue of. the New Mexico Quarterly.
The amendment, then, is, ·a s we expect
HEADY

Do you want to read the amendment, John?

MR. DURRIE
The Faculty expects that there will be
no restrictions on public sale of. the issue.
WA I.-- IC E"(<.

I'll second Professor Green's

motion.
HEADY
It's been moved and seconded that the second
sentence in the original motion should be del.eted in its
entirety. Is there further discussion on this amendment
that was seconded?
FACULTY MEMBER

Would you read that again?

HEADY It says: The reputation of the University
as a center of free inquiry and learning has been enhanced
by the final action taken by the Regents on this matter.
PROFESSOR ADAMS
May I ask Mr. Green a question?
Would you be willing to accept the words "has been
restored" and enhance -GREEN
Reaffirm? Well, I'll offer a substitute
amendment.
"Has been restored", that .the -- rather than
11
A
ert,hanced".
"Restored".
HEADY You are now proposing that this amendment
be in place of the earlier version, that there just be
substitution of the word "restored" for "enhanced" in
that sentence?
GREEN

Yes, I think so.

HEADY

Who seconded that?

GREEN

Mr. Walker.

HEADY

Do you want to accept that change?

WALKER

Yes.

,_..
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HEADY
All right. The amendment is to replace the
word "enhanced" with the word "res.tored" in the sentence.
Professor Regener.
PROFESSOR REGENER
I think there's a word "final"
in there before "action". I would ask that the word
"final" be removed, because the "final" is still in there:
The final acti.on of the Regents, because we are expecting
something that the Regents might have to go back to.
HEADY
amendment?
GREEN

Do you want to incorporate that in your

I would be glad to.

HEADY All right. The amendment now is to replace
the word ''enhanced" with "restored" and delete the word
"final" in the second sentence. Is there discussion on
the amendment?
Mr. Wolf.
that.

PROFESSOR WOLF
HEADY

I have trouble remembering all of

Do you want me to read it to you?

WOLF
Yes. What I'm concerned about is, is the
action that we are taking here now on the ·action taken
last Saturday, or what? Would you repeat it so it is
clear?
HEADY

You want .just this sentence again?

WOLF I think you have to read the first part,
because I'm not sure.
HEADY
The Faculty of the University of New Mexico
expresses its appreciation of and its support of the
Regents' decision of . December 6, 1969, to distribute the
final issue of the New Mexico Quarterly. The reputation of
this University /las ~center of free inquiry and learning
has been restored by action taken by the Regents on this
matter.
A

r
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That would be the wording, if we adopt this amendment . .
WOLF
HEADY

Yes.

All right.

Is there further discussion?

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Seconded.

Is there further discussion?

UNIDENTIFIED STUDENT
I think it is obsequious to
express appreciation to the Regents who expressed this same
thing earlier.
I move the
RHODES

I speak against the motion.

HEADY All in favor of the motion, please say aye.
Opposed, no. The previous question has been called for.
This is now on the amendment.
We will now vote on the amendment made by Professor
Green, seconded by Professor Walker. Those 'in favor, please
say aye.
Opposed, no. The amendment is carried.
Now, is there further discussion on the motion with
these two amendments that have been incorporated?
FACULTY MEMBER

Que.stion.

HEADY
You had a question? Those in favor, please
say aye. Opposed, no. The motion is carried.
Election
The first item on the regular agenda is the nomination
of
Faculty
of six members, no more than three from the College of Arts
Membe
rs to
and Sciences, and not more than one of the remaining three
committee on
from any other college, ·a nd three alternates of the Ad Hoc
Univers ity
Committee on the University Govern~. So, I'll call on
Governance
the Faculty Secretary to give us some explanation as to how
we will proceed with this process of the nomination and
election.
DURRIE 11 A memorandum from Professor Cottrell in the
agenda material 11 - - this is from the summarized minutes of the
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November 18th Faculty Meeting. They haven't been distributed
yet, but they will be, shortly. Let's start over again.
1~A

memorandum from Professor Cottrell in the agenda
materials noted that .th.e Regents had amended their actions
of September 27, ·r elative to University Governance.
The
amended statement, reading:
"That the Regents establish a Committee on University
Governance to study the existing system of
University Governments and submit recommendations
thereon for consideration by the constituent bodies
concerned."
11 Thereupon,

following a recommendation by Professor
Cottrell for the Policy Committee, the Faculty voted to
participate in th.e study of University Governance . .
1~fter

further discussion, the Faculty also voted to
elect by preferential ballot, at the December 9 Faculty
Meeting, six members and three alternates to the Committee
on University Governance, .. not more than three of the six
members to be from the College of Arts and Sciences, no
.
II
more than one from any other college.
It was the Regents purpose, and I believe that of the
Faculty, ·a lso, to have the Faculty membership on this
Committee be broadly representative of discipline and
rank, ~o I would suggest that in making nominations, you
give the nominee's department, as well as his name.
I
will write this information on the blackboard and, when
the nominations are closed, Doctor Julian will take the list
to the College of Education, where arrangements have been
made to type and duplicate a ballot.
I suggest, at this point, we continue with other
agenda items while this is being prepared, and then, when
the ballots are ready for distribution, we can proceed with
the voting.
The ballots will be tallied tomorrow and I would
Propose listing the six members and three alternates in the
Lobo, if this is satisfactory.
There are instructions at the top of each preferential

12/9/69, p. 11

ballot, but I will read them over again, before the balloting
begins.
Unless there are questions, Mr. Chairman, I think
we're ready for nominations.
HEADY
Are there any questions about this explanation
or about the procedure to carry out your decision last time
to have a preferential ballot in this matter?
Mr. Wolf.
WOLF
John indicated that the intent was that this
be broadly representative of college discipline and rank.
And you suggest that th.e colleges and the departments be
shown, but you didn't indicate anything about the rank.
Should that be ·shown, as well?
DORRIE
I think the essential information called for
by the motion of the Faculty at last month's meeting, was
that of indicating college affiliation. The Faculty itself
said nothing about rank.
I think it might complicate i t to
put this in.
I think nominators might not be sure of the
rank of the person they were nominating, and I think probably
it would be sufficient, simply to indicate the department.
I'd suggest the department, rather than the college,
because in a large college like Arts· and Sciences, I think
it would be more helpful to indicate the field, such as
mathematics or English, or whatever, and in tabulating the
ballots, I will, of course, put these into. colleges, rather
than departments.
HEADY I think it might be helpful for the nominator
to indicate the rank of the person, and we could put that on
the board here without having to. type it on every ballot.
WOLF
I just mentioned the rank, initially, because
it had not been mentioned.
HEADY
Professor?

Are we ready thento take nominations?

PROFESSOR MEIER
the nomination?

Do you place more than one name on

2
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HEADY
MEIER
of Physics.

Yes, 'I think so.
I would like to nominate Professor Howarth

Professor Guinn.
I believe he's an Associate
Professor of Mathematics. Assistant Professor Merkx of
Sociology.
HEADY

Professor Prouse?
I nominate

PROFESSOR PROUSE
education.
HEADY

W. 7:s""1,-

Ivins, secondary

Rosenblum?

PROFESSOR ROSENBLUM
I nominate Professor Ralph
Norman of the Psychology Department . .
HEADY

Professor Green.

GREEN

I nominate Professor Walker of the School of

HEADY

Professor Merkx.

Law.

PROFESSOR MERKX
Education.

I nominate Professor Bransford of

HEADY

Bransford.

MERKX

Bransford, Louis Bransford.

HEADY

Yes, sir.

PROFESSOR COX
Engineering.
HEADY
COX
HEADY
department?
COX

I nominate Professor Karni of Electrical

Would you give me your name, please?
Cox.
K-a-r-n-i has been nominated.

Electrical Engineering.

What is his
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HEADY

Professor Merkx?

MERKX I nominate ·Professor Rudisill from the College
of Fine Arts.
Rudisill, Fine Arts.
HEADY
Arts, isn't it, Fine Arts?
DORRIE
HEADY

It's the Department of

Yes.
Dean Adams?

DEAN ADAMS I'd like to nominate Professor Van Deren
Coke of the Art/ Department.
HEADY

Professor Thompson.

PROFESSOR THOMPSON
of History.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
HEADY

Glen Whan, Professor, Nuclear Engineering .
Yes, Miss Hicks.

MISS HICKS
HEADY

Warren Wagar, Professor Associate

I nominate Mrs. Oseasohn from Nursing.

Mrs. Oseasohn.

Professor Norman.

PROFESSOR NORMAN I nominate Professor Solomon of the
School of Medicine. I think it's part of Physiology.
DORRIE
HEADY
THOMPSON

That's right.
Professor Thompson.
I move the nominations be closed.

HEADY
Is that an appropriate motion, Mr. Secretary?
I guess it is.
DORRIE
HEADY

I think it is.
Is there a second to that motion?
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GREEN

seconded.

FACULTY MEMBER
Sciences on there.
DORRIE

I don't know if we have six Arts and

This is Arts and Sciences.

HEADY
We don't have to. have any particular number.
The requirement is the maximum number of. three~an be from
Arts and Sciences.
DORRIE
I think th.e more pertinent one would be whether
you have enough from the other colleges and I think you do.
FACULTY MEMBER

That's right.

May I make a --

HEADY Is there discussion of the motion to close
nominations, would you say?
GREEN

I would like to make a nomination.
~

HEADY
We have ·a •e:re and a second. If there's a
desire to make more nominations, I think you should argue
against this motion.
GREEN

I would like to withdraw my second.

HEADY

All right.

motion?

FACULTY MEMBER

Do we have a seoond to this

Seconded.

HEADY
It has been seconded by someone else,
Professor Green. Is there discussion on the motion?
FACULTY MEMBER
such a motion?
HEADY

What kind of vote is required on

I think a simple majority.

FACULTY MEMBER
Wouldn't it be unanimous?
somebody wanted to nominate and wouldn't we ·--

Now,

HEADY
Our parliame.n tarian says it would take a
two-thirds vote and is not debatable.
So we shall vote

2
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on it, if it requires a two-thirds vote.. The motion is to
close the nominations. All those in favor. to close the
nominations, please say aye. Oppose, ·n o. The motion
is lost.
It certainly doesn't have a two-thirds vote.
GREEN
I would like to nominate Professor Gerald
May, Professor, from the College of Engineering.
HEADY

Gerald May.

COTTRELL
GREEN
HEADY

So we'd better have --

They're both from Civil Engineering.

This is Gerald May.
Gerald May, Civil Engineering.

Professor

Walker?
WALKER

I'd like to

HEADY I'm trying to get people who have not yet
made a nomination back there.
WALKER
I'd like to make ·two nominations: Professor
Paul Schmidt from Philosophy and Ed Hoyt £rom Political
Science.
DURRIE

Who was the first one?

WALKER

Yes, please.

DURRIE

Excuse me.

HEADY

Paul Schmidt?

I didn't get the second one.

Ed Hoyt, Political Science.

Professor Hoyt?
HOYT

I nominate Professor Paul Davis.

HEADY Professor Hoyt, nominating Professor Paul
Davis from English.
Professor Prouse?
PROFESSOR PROUSE

I would like to nominate Professor
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Walter Barnett, . School of Law.
HEADY
Barnett .from Law.
I hope you won't mind
my reminding you that we are going to have to votefe1very
one or every name on this list before the ballot is a
~alid one. Yes, sir?
FACULTY MEMBER
from Education.

I'd like to nominate. Professor Burley

BURLEY I'm sorry, I have so many duties right now,
I couldn't consider it . . Thank you, Don.
HEADY Professor Burley has declined the nomination.
Mr. Wo'.llma,n.
PROFESSOR WOLLMAN

I move that the nominations be

closed.
FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY
thirds vote .

Seconded.

All right. Now, we know this required a two It is not debatable. Mr. Barnett?

PROFESSOR BARNETT
I would like to withdraw my
nomination.
I may be on leave of absence next year and
I think I may not be here.
HEADY

Professor Barnett has asked to be removed.

PROFESSOR HOWARTH
here next year, either.
too.

HEADY

May I do the same?

Professor Howarth.

I may not be

That was our first nominee,

Your name isn't on the list, Professor.
REGENER
I think that since some nominations are
being withdrawn, I think we should have a chance to make more
nominati ons.
HEADY
REGENER

That depends on how the nominations are now.
All right.
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HEADY

The mo ti.on is to. close nominations.

FACULTY MEMBER
Mr. Chairman, if people that are
on sabbatical leave, and I hope to be on sabbatical leave,
they should run for it.
I hope to be ~n sabbatical next
year. I don't think the people who are going to be on
sabbatical should withdraw.
HEADY

You say you do or do not?

FACULTY
I do not. It may very well be that this
corrunittee will complete its work by next spring.
HEADY
I think it might be helpful information to the
people who are voting to know that. Some of them now might
consider it relevant, but I agree with you, i t shouldn't be
automatically a disqualification.
Let's vote on the motion
to close nominations.
Can I
HEADY

~ m y motion to withdraw?

Please restore Professor Howarth.

Now, we will vote on whether to close nominations.
Those in favor, say aye. Opposed, ho. The motion has carried.
by two-thirds vote.
That, then closes the nominations. That's all we need
to do at this point. We have the list up here correctly,
as far as anyone can see, of those who made nominations and
as far as departmental designations are concerned.
DORRIE
Let me remind you, in case any came in late,
~e are now preparing ballots with the names on them so don't
Jot them down now on a convenient piece of paper. We will
distribute that later.
HEADY
You will receive them a little later with the
ballot and receive further instructions from the Secretary at
that time.
FACULTY MEMBER
Mr. President, is there any chance
that provisions for absentee voting might be made for those
of us who can't
HEADY

I hope this will not take very long, but I
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think we coul dn't do that without making similar provisions
for those who weren't in it .at all here earlier.
DURRIE

We don't ever allow absentee ballots on a

vote.
HEADY
The next item on the agenda, while we are
waiting for. the ballot, is the statement by the Commi ttee
on Academic Freedom and Tenure; Professor Drummond.

statement by
committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenu re
PROFESSOR DRUMMOND
I expec t th a t I. can b e heard
regarding
Extramural
from here. We hope that you have read or will read the
utterances
memorandum on freedom and tenure, which is part of the agenda
for this meeting.
We think this is a good time for us to be pulling
together in the same direction on the same lead and are
pleased to see some signs this fall, which are encouraging,
as well as some which are not.
The Committee does not .a sk approval or group action
on our statement, . but we do think it wise at this time, to
call your attention to. the AAUP 1940 Statement of Principles
on speaking and writing, as a citizen, and to the later
Committee A Statement on Extramural Utterances.
We urge you all and ourselves, too, . to remember
that a measure of humility.,of compassion for. the feelings of
others, and of concern for. the }ffects of our behavior is
needed by all of us.
Thank you.
HEADY
You are not asking for any action by t h e
Faculty on this, then?
DRUMMOND

No.

.
HEADY
Then, we will proceed to. the next item which
is a resolution by Professor Tomasson and others. This
resolution, ·a s the statement we just had comment on, is Cl.carried-over itemf from the last meeting, but I believe the
resolution has been redistributed to you with the ca ll for
this meeting.

Resolutions
concerning
Charges
against
Faculty
Members
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I call on Professor Tomasson for .statements.
TOMASSON
I a m Professor Tomasson and I a m speaking
for it. First, I'd like to read the resolution and make a
f ew comments on it.
"We, the members of. the University of New Mexico
Faculty, fully endorse our right to criticize each
other in print and in public. Howe v er, we re g ard
public statements of any kind calling for t h e
dismissal of a fellow Faculty member to be a serious
violation of collegial responsibi l i t y and proprie ty .
Procedures are available for brin ging charges against
Faculty members, ·s hould anyone feel compelled t o do
SO•

II

And this resolution grew out of t h e comment s of the
two members of this Faculty, particularly one, who, b efore
the Legislative Joint Investigation Committee, called f or the
di smissal of certain Faculty members and one member sai d,
playing it on the radio, too, the Universit y station, said
that some of the Faculty should be fired down there because
if they were not, the University would be destroyed.
It
wi ll take a hassle, he says, but we have to do it to save the
University, and there has been some criticism! of t h is
statement.
One criticism then was t h at we shouldn't d i gni f y
these unfortunate remarks by passage of the resolution, and
a second criticism was that this statement tends to inhibit
~he free exchange of ideas and on this criticism, I take
i ssue. I don't think it does.
I think all i t does is signify t h at we deplore these
ki nds of statements being made in public, and I have no
s t rong feeling about the wording here, and just before I came
i n, Leo Kanowitz showed me a revision and I read it thorough l y
and I think it is better than t h is.
These lawyers h ere seem to think i t is better, too,
so I would like to substitute Leo Kanowitz' motion for my
motion. Would you read it, please? Is it appropriate to
r ead it?
HEADY

Professor Kanowitz is going t o make a substit u te
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motion.
TOMASSON

That's right, for my motion.

HEADY
That is appropriate, I think. In order to
get everything in order, though, we should get a second for
your motion.
PROFESSOR MEIER
HEADY

Seconded.

Who seconded it?

Meier.

Professor Kanowitz?
PROFESSOR KANOWITZ I'd like to read a substi tut
motion, if I may, and if I get a second, to explain my
r e asons for offering that as a substitute.
The motion is to read:
"We I the members of the UNM Facul tyJ take no e of
some recent statements of two of our colle gu s
before the Legislative Committee nvestig ting
the State Universi ies, sugges ing the firing o
certain Faculty members as a cure for wh t they
regarded as serious problems at UNM. We hereby
register our disapproval of that suggestion and
reaffirm our adherence to establish internal
procedures for seeking the dismissal of any
Faculty member."
If I get a second to that, I'd like to explain.
PROFESSOR DOXTATOR

Seconded.

HEADY
It's been seconded. I wonder, does the
Secretary or someone up here have the full text of this?

0

KANOWITZ I have it written down and I can bring i t
the Secretary.
HEADY

All right.

KANOWITZ Like the sponsors for the original motion,
I too, have nothing personal here, but t h e utmos t personal
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contempt for any colleague w o could show that little
understanding of the princi
s of academic freedom and
of the processes to uphold academic freedom as to be able
to go to the Legislative Investigating Committee and
publicly urge the firing of Faculty members as a cure for
what ails us at UNM. However, I had some reservations
along with others about the specific wording of the
resolution that was first proposed, because it seems to
me and to these others that what was being criticized
so much was not the content of what had been said, but
the impropriety of having stated it publicly, outside of
the University walls.
And I would suggest that there may be many occasions
when many of us may have opinions about others that we would
like to express and that we would like one to be deterred
from that right to express them outside of the walls of the
Unive rsity.
I just had an occasion to return from an investigation
that I helped conduct as the chairman of the Conunittee A
investigating team of
small colleges in the south, in
state that shall remain nameless, and just coincidentially,
the sin for which three Faculty members were dismissed from
their jobs there, was their utterances of criticism about
membe rs of the administration of that college outside of
the walls of that college . Needless to say -HEADY

Your motion will not cover that.

KANOWITZ

No.

No.

(Laughter)
KANOWITZ
Again , I emphasize the last words referring
to internal procedures preceding the dismissal of any
Faculty member, including the Faculty members who made the
statements that they did before the Conunittee in Santa Fe.
In any event, I think the purpose of this substitute
otion is to make clear, and I hope that this is the case,
that all of us, or at least the vast majority of us, abhor
the statement that was made.
We disapprove of it.
We reaffirm our allegiance to the princip

I

s that we
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have within the University, but as far as people making
statements of any kind whatsoever outside of. the University
on University matters, we respect everybody's right,
including our own, to enjoy the full benefits of free
speech.
HEADY Is there further discussion on the
substitute motion?
Professor Doxtator.
DOXTATOR Were the Faculty members who were called
to Santa Fe representing, officially, anyone?
HEADY
Professor?

To whom are you addressing the question,

DOXTATOR
I think you, sir, as Chairman of our
group, because I think you might be in the position to
answer that question.
HEADY
As far as I know, no one has been subpoenaed
to appear before the committee, :required legally to appear;
my understanding is that some people have been asked by the
Committee to appear, some have asked the Committee to be
allowed to appear.
I cannot give you a full rundown as to
which individuals fell into which category, however.
FACULTY MEMBER
I think my main point, then, is
that in a free society., if someone cares to make an asininical
remark, that is his business; and if someone, ·a sininical
enough to believe it with.out any evidence, chooses to believe
it, that's his freedom, ·a lso.
In a free society, I feel
quite free to be critical, quite critical of anyone and to
be held accountable for my words, also, to be held
accountable for what I say I accept is true ·in listening
to another.
If the intent of. the motion is to censure those
Faculty members who aired their views at Santa Fe, we are
~ree to vote. for or against .censuring. I will vote against
lt on the grounds that I feel people ·may express views, and
t~ey are going to be held accountable by someone. Others
Wlll just .simply ignore the asininity.
HEADY

Professor Tomasson.
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TOMASSON
I think it is very clear that the members
of this committee did not ignore these remarks, and a number
of their quotes were given to us.
We, a number of us who
are here today, testified in Santa Fe, and these remarks had
quite a bit of impression, not these specific remarks, but
the general remarks left impressions, and I think the statements
that hurt us all here, we are asserting a kind of collegial
objection to those remarks, and I don't think this is a violation
of the freedom of speech issue.
HEADY

Professor Howarth .

HOWARTH
I agree with everything that was on
Professor Kanowitz' revision.
I also agree with the original
statement , but I think -- I feel very uncomfortable for
voting for it .
I don't want to vote against it.
This, it
seems to me, would be interpreting it as indicating that it
is good for people, in fact, the Faculty members, to say that
all the Faculty members should be dismissed.
I don't think
it is right.
On the other hand, if I vote for this, it seems to
me tha the Faculty is being put in a position of looking
over everybody's shoulders to see what he's saying, and I
don 't want people looking over my shoulder to see what I'm
saying all the time.
I do say stupid things sometimes in
Public, and I don't want all these things to be raised constantly in the Faculty meetings.
There has been
recently, when
another member of the University
has been in a
Position of perhaps being angered by something that went on.
I 'm speaking of the fight with the President. This had been
upset by the publication of the New Mexico Quarte
, and
I have applauded his restraint in not acting on this . It
seems to me that when one is attacked violently or if someone
calls for someone's dismissal within an unreasonable manner,
the best thing to do is ignore this matter and sit quietly
and let it go on.
I'm not sure.
I don't want to vote either
for the motion, nor against it .
Would I be in order in moving that the resolution
be tabled?
FACULTY MEMBER

I second it.

2
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FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.

HEADY
I think that's in order. That's a
debatable issue.
Is that motion debatable?
MRS. HEIDE

No.

HEADY
It is not a debatable motion, and it
requires a simple majority to pass. We have a motion
which has been seconded to table. I assume you intend
this t6 apply to the substitute ~otion.
HOWARTH

Yes.

HEADY
And if it is tabled, I presume this disposes
of this matter since the substitute was a substitute in toto
for the original motion.

aye.

Those in favor of the motion to table, please say
Opposed, no. The motion is carried.

I will be glad to have a count if anybody wants it,
but I think it was clear that it was carried.
FACULTY MEMBER
Now that the motion has been tabled,
are those of us who wish to speak to the motion unable to
do so?
HEADY Yes, I think that's correct. The motion
has been tabled and that precludes further debate on it,
I would think. At least, ·a t this meeting, or at least until
we have some other motion before us.
Professor Merkx?
MERKX
In that case, I move we go on record as
~upporting the rights of all ,iaculty ;,{embers to due process
if there are any charges against them.
FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.

FACULTY MEMBER

And may I speak to. that motion?

HEADY

Let's get the exact wording, Professor Merkx.

12/9/69, p. 25

2 3

MERKX
I move that this Faculty goes. on record
supporting the ·rights: of. all Faculty members to. due process
according to Faculty rules on charges again.st them. The
reason I'm making this
HEADY
I will rule th.at this is a motion that is
in order.
I don't think i t covers the same ·grounds as
the original motion or. the substitute.
MERKX
As I under.stand .it,· most of. the debate
with the motion that was just tabled had to do with the
fact that it seemed as, in some way, a censure of the statement
that those people made.
I am reasonably sure that I am one
of thedeople th.at the professor wants to have fired.
I
am not" concerned with what people ~_h.in15- of the professor's
idea as my rights to defend mysel~harges made against
me. I hope to. think that nothing warranted charges against
me and I certainly would not like to be tried before the
legislature.
There are procedures for bringing charges against
people, if there are any charges. And if there ·are any
charges against me, I would like to have them brought there.
I viewed my motion, which is a substantive issue,
which is our right of hearing on this as charges brought
against
HEADY
Well, this is obviously on the same subject
matter.
I would regard it as different enough, and it is
thus not .to .have been covered by the motion to table, and it
Is there ·discussion on
has been seconded, I believe.
Professor Merkx' motion?
Professor Drununond.
DRUMMOND As Chairman of. the Cammi ttee of Academic
Freedom and Tenure, as Chairman of this Committee, I can
assure Mr. Merkx we don't need to vote on this.
It is in
the handbook -- to. be defended by the Cammi ttee, by every
member of th.at Conunittee. One is entitled and every other
m~mber of that Faculty is entitled to due process and we
Wlll see that due process is followed in any such instance,
that when charges are filed, charges have to be filed; however,
before our Committee will operate, I really think that if the

12/9/69, p. 26

Faculty wishes to reaffirm this, I think we can. But the
Faculty has agreed and the Regents have agreed, it is in
t he handbook, and unless we change i
in our new look at
University Governance, which we are going to vote on in
j ust a little while, so long as we are operating under the
current constitution, I think you have no fear. Due process
will be followed.
HEADY

Mr. Van Dresser.

MR. VAN DRESSER
I was at the Legislative
I nvestigative Committee meeting.
I visited as a gues t when
t he statements were made by the various .,Faculty ){embers. At
the first meeting, members of the University Communi t y
i mpressed me and Faculty }4rnbers made the statement t h at the y
t hought the Faculty members should be summarily discharged
for a certain activity, and, further, tha t they sai d or
purported to represent the majority view of the Facul t y, and
I think it would be very unfortunate if t he Legislature
was left with the impression that the Faculty was opposed t o
due process, and I think that if only to correct the erroneous
i mpression, that Faculty )furnbers prefer summary dismissal o f
Professors, that the resolution probably should be passed,
just to put the Faculty on record that the Faculty is no t
going to go outside of due process.
HEADY

I have a couple here.

Professor Drummond and

FACULTY MEMBER
Well, you said, essentially, what I
anted to say. Sometimes, there's a good reason for reaffirming
t he obvious; that is, to let the Committee know and the
Legislature know about this.
I think many of them don't
understand this.
HEADY

Mrs. Heide.

r., R.s. Hf" 1l)

I have something to say.
HEADY

.

- ID£

Mrs. Heide.

I have something to say about this whole
i ncident and I'd better spit it out. Now, I'm not known for
Y tact. I've had the misfortune of a run-in with two of
he professors involved, and I would say quite simply that
he pot had better look at itself before calling the kettle
black.
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HEIDE

Mr . Drummond.

DRUMMOND
I was not at the Legislat·ve Investiga ing
Committee at the day when the statement in question today
was made. But I was there with Mr. Tomasson, Mr. Co rell,
and most people around here, that the next month -- and I'm
not sure, Dick, and you might want to challenge this, bu
I'd rather think the ten of us who were there, the next
month , did communicate to the Legislative Investiga ing
Committee that a majority of this Faculty did not gree with
people who had been there previously.
Don't you think we did? I don't know.
the remarks made in the opening session?

Wha

abou

Oh, I think the remarks w rev ry
diffe rent at the end of it; at the op ning than a
h
nd.
That's why I say, we were communicating.
DRUMMOND
But they weren't so nice to us wh n w
left , as they were when we entered.
(Laughter)
HEADY

Professor Kanowitz.

KANOWITZ
I'd like to speak in support of Professor
erkx ' motion and in doing that, exercise a point of certain
Privilege and clarify, without raking up the coals again, of
hat the rapport of the previous motion was. It was not to
censure anybody.
It was precisely because I felt that -HEADY
the motion.

Leo, I don't think it is in order to discuss

AHOWJ,-z_

I think it is in point to discuss Professor
erkx' statement, and that is in view of certain statements
hat were made by people of this Faculty before he
Legislative Investigating Committee, and I think it is important
for us to reaffirm our adherence to the principals of
academic freedom, not in any way for censuring them, for
having spoken, regardless of your views of what hey sai ,
bu simply to counter what they said, and that when w do it
Y he amendment, tabled, or whe her we do it by the mo ion
h~ Professor Merkx has proposed, I hink would b a worth hile
hing o do, even if it is to reaffirm, make reaffirmation of
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the obvious , because it will have something to do with this,
so I vote in favor of it .
HEADY

Professo r Cottrell.

COTTRELL I would like to speak in favor of Professor
erkx' motion .
I think what you say is quite true . The ten
of us did convey a totally different impression to the
Legislative Committee from what the previous school had
conveyed . However, we were speaking for ourselves and w
made it quite clear to most of them that we were speaking
individually , one at a time, and we told them then, th
other men had said or one of them had said that his views
were shared by about eighty percent of the Faculty . I
think it is well that we go on record reaffirming our
support of due process .
Is the r e any further discussion?

HEADY
there is.

Yes,

MISS AMSDEN
I ' d like to ask the chair WO
questions . The first is whether the matter, acad mic
freedom, applies to "library" Faculty. Ar
h y re
to criticize? And in case of attempted dismiss 1 for h ving
criticized, what is the due process? Wha are th ch rg s?
HEADY
handbook.

We will send you a copy of the Facul y

AMSDEN
I have that, but I'm still not sure what
due process consists of .
FACULTY MEMBER
in the handbook .

It is spelled out very carefully

HEADY
I would not try to compete with the Faculty
handbook in expla ining that right now .
AMSDEN
COTTRELL
Conunittee .

Well, which specific persons hear you?
I will give that to the Freedom and Tenure

HEADY I really think the information you are asking
for is in the handbook and if you wan elaboration on it, I

12/9/69

p. 29

A,~ ~
~
refer you to the Chairman of the ·rreedom and AC..,.~n..< Comrni te
there. He can answer your questfons.
RHODES
Mr. Chairman, I don't see how this faculty
ould dare go against the professor's motion. To vote against
the motion would have the effect of not reaffirming, once the
vote is made .
If anything about the motion, I wish it were
stronger , and I would not engage in the -- I would move hat
we close the debate.
HEADY

Move the previous motion?

FACULTY MEMBER

Yes.

FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.

HEADY
Seconded . The previous question has be n c lled
for. Those in favor say aye. Opposed, no. The vot is
carried. We will now vote on Merkx's motion. Do you understand it? Is there any need to have it read?
FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Please read it.

Mr. Secretary, would you pleas

read· ?

DURRIE
The motion is that this faculty go on record
for supporting or reconfirming what was decided, th
FACULTY MEMBER

Reaffirming .

-- reaffirming; as reaffirming the righ of
DURRIE
all faculty members to due process according to faculty rules
relative to charges made against them.
Is that essentially
hat it was?
HEADY
All right . You have all heard the motion.
Those in favor, please say aye. Opposed, no. The motion
ls carried.
That take care of that agenda item and we do ha e
e ballots here and we will proceed with he elec ion of
representatives for the cornmi tee on University Go ernance
nd I will call on r. Durrie to give you
further instrucions before we vote.
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DURRIE
Before we hand these out, I'd like to note that
the persons eligible to vote are all full-time memb r
of the
University faculty, holding professorial rank, or
ships ;
instructors shall be members of the voting faculty only after
three years full-time service, ·a nd .there, is a list of ex-officio
members. I would like to read the instructions which are on
the head of each ballot.
By the way, there's one misspelling, I notice: Whan,
W-h-a-n, and not W-a-h-n, but I trust you know who it is.
Indicate your preference by a number preceding each name;
that is, put a "l" before your first choice, a "2" before your
second choice, and so on, consecutively, through the entire
list of eighteen nominees.
Your entire b a l l o t ~ be invalid unless every name
has a number preceding it. It will also be invalid if the
numbers are not consecutive from "lu through "18".
Are there any questions about the procedure?
HEADY
Does everyone who is eligible to vote have a
ballot now? Hold up your hand if you still do not have one.
Mr. Juli/;i, are you working up there?
When you have completed your ballot, will you pass it
down and Mr. Julii'n and Mr. Cottrell will collect them.
Are all the ballots in now?
FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

No.

We'll wait.

Are all the ballots in now?
The next item is report on the experimental graduate
Program, last summer, on the campus of the College of Santa Fe.
This was circulated at the previous meeting and recirculated
for this meeting.
Is there any comment that you want to make
on this, Dean Springer?
DEAN SPRINGER
No, I would just like to move that t h e
report be accepted by the faculty and the graduate program
be offered for those claiming it in next summer's program.

Report on
Experimental
Gradua te
Pr ogram at
c o llege of
Santa Fe
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FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

I second the motion.

The motion has been seconded.

Those in favor, please say aye.
motion is carried.

Is there debate?

Opposed, no.

The

The next item on the agenda is recommendation for an
amendment to the Faculty Constitution relative to the size of
a quorum. Professor Cottrell for the Policy Committee.
-ti;"

I think I should call your attention, before ProAmendment t o
fessor Cottrell comes over, that this is
an amendFaculty Co nstiment to the Faculty Constitution and may be discussed at
tu~i o n c o ncernthis meeting.
It may not be -- n9.~-~inal action may be taken ing Quo rum
on it until at least thirty days -~elapsed.
COTTRELL
Up until approximately one, one and a half
years ago, the Constitution of the Faculty specified a quorum
of one-third of the voting members of the faculty.
This was
an unreasonable quorum and, time after time, the presiding
officer would look around the room and declare a quorum and
no one challenged him for a quorum count.
In this light, on February 6th, 1968, the University
Secretary, John Durrie, after consulting with President
Popejoy and President-Elect Heady recommended that the
faculty -- that the Policy Committee -- that the quorum
be changed to twenty-five.
I was on the Policy Committee at that time and had

~~~~~~7r:~!~ ::7~r~o~~f~~~~~t~~~e~~ew~:g:1f:~~;~~'
before, and that we should lower the quorum and along with
the decreased number in quorum, there was a recommendation
that we have a closed agenda.
I guess that's what you'd call it, whereby you only
discuss the items that are on a published agenda and no
new business brought up.
DORRIE

You o n l y ~ on those.

COTTRELL
You only vote on those on the agenda.
Well, the ~culty, the Policy Comm~ e ~oted ~n th~s t~ing
and we were sustained by the
in this view
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so we were left with a final quorum of twenty-five.
We have, at the University this fall, six hundred and
forty voting faculty members, and twenty-five seemed like a
rather ridiculous number to comprise a quorum.

~

It was a very difficult number to come up w i t h , ~
~ , whether it be within or without the University, and
after some discussion of this, the faculty Policy Committee
by a vote of eight to one -- and I might add, the one who
voted against it felt the quorum should be changed, and he
was opposed to changing it at this time because of the
criticism we have received from outside of the University -but I take a somewhat different view on this particular point.
If we want to quarrel with the legislature, with the B.E.F.,
with anyone else outside the University, let's at least
quarrel on matters of principle. Let's don't get involved
on something trivial. A quorum of twenty-five for a faculty
of six hundred and forty is a rather ridiculous number, and
after examining the attendance for the last year and a half,
the Policy Committee would like to recommend, as it's ·published in our agenda, that the quorum be one hundred, except
for purposes of recommending degree candidates where it could
be fifty.
Now, the reason for that is that at the end of the year
in June, if you ran into difficulty and did not have a
hundred, you would have no recourse. You are in trouble.
But throughout, any other time in the year, I do not believe
it would be unreasonable if the faculty could not have a
quorum present to just not do any business that day, unless
they can get a quorum together, and that's exactly what
Robert's Rules of Order would define a record. This is
what it would say, if you do not have a quorum, you do not
do business, and I think one-sixth of our faculty comprising
a quorum would be a reasonable number.
In fact, the Policy
Committee concurs with this, as I said, by a vote of eight to
one, so we recommend this.
I would move the following,
that wording as published in the agenda, the proposed
wordi~g~~quorum, those members of the voting faculty
PresentAduring a cl=:t¥ semester, but no fewer .~0en one h~ndred,
shal~ constitute a quorum fo~business,excep~o~ofing
candidates for degrees, a q~um shall be defined · as no
fewer than fifty members.
Mr. Chairman, I move this be laid on the table for
thirty days for final action at that time.
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FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.

HEADY
It's been moved and seconded. As I pointed out,
we can't take final action today on this. I believe we can
have whatever discussion on it that you might want to have
today. There will be further discussion at the next meeting.
Now, we've got Professor Merkx, and then Professor Howarth.
MERKX
Earlier in today's meeting, Professor Kolbert,
who is one member of the Policy Committee, voted against
this motion and asked me to express his views for opposing
the amendment at this time.
He had to leave the meeting early. One of the remarks
of Senator Smalley was concerning the investigating
committee, when those of us who were from the University
were there; that was that you'd better do something about that
twenty-five member quorum or we'll do something. Apparently,
that was the tenor of the remarks. You shape up or we'll
take action, and Professor Kolbert thought that was not a
very good -- well, it's hard -- we should not be jumping
whe,..--Smalley cracks the whip.
I think the issue is, in
a sense,~~~~?~mic kind of issue, because I think we have
not yet h a ~ the poem crisis, which hasn't been well
over a hundred. We have not had, I think, the beginning
of last year or before, where there were f/oblems where there
were fewer than a hundred and twenty-five" meetings, or
meetings smaller than a hundred, but since then, the faculty
has been turning out in large numbe(, and I think that's
pretty healthy for the University, I think, for more people
to be at faculty meetings. The meetings can only benefit
everyone, so I hesitate to speak against the motion, principally because -- I feel very uneasy of the fact that
Senator Smalley told us to take action and therefore, we
are taking action particularly because of the fact that we've
been turning out in numbers of more than a hundred.
HEADY

Do you want to direct this

COTTRELL
I'll answer that. Yes, the quote was a
little bit inaccurate, the gist of it may have been correct,
though. Senator Smalley asked us how many members had
attended meetings. I estimated one hundred and fifty to
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two hundred. Dean Dove, who does·n' t count too well, estimated
two hundred to two hundred and fifty, and "Armensider" -- I
mean, this guy didn't get his arithmetic right, he said over
three hundred. These were estimates we gave the committee,
but the committee comes back with one question:
"If you have
that many attending, why do you insist on a quorum of twentyfive?"
We were not told to change the quorum of twenty-five.
I will try to paraphrase this.
I would like Professor Drummond
or any others who are here to correct me if I'm wrong, but
Senator Smalley did say that he concurred with this, that
day, that the responsibility for educational policy matters
at the University likewise with the faculty, and he made
that pretty clear, that he concurred with that, and h e said
the faculty should do its business. You s h ould do this, and
you should have people turning out for the meetings, and he
said, "Try and call the faculty, you know, if you need to."
It wasn't told to us that twenty-five ought to be changed,
but we heard about it from everyone all day, and you really
can't defend it at all. You say, "But we've been having
two hundred ever since it happened".
"Okay.
If you've been having two hundred, why don't
you change your quorum?" And you can't really defend it. I
th ink he's right.
We had a hundred and thirteen earlier today , and this
is one of the smallest meetings we've had since the R.O.T.C.
crisis, so that goes back to what?
HEADY
If I may make a couple of comments, Mr. Merkx,
it seems to me that this matter is clearly not one that the
legislative investigating committee has control over, nor does
the legislature have control over it, and if that effort were
made from either source to specify what our quorum would be,
I think the Regents of the University would challenge that in
court, if necessary.
.
As presiding officer, since mention has been made and
since I was consulted about the current number, I would like
to say that my position on this is that whatever number the
faculty wants to decide on as a quorum is acceptable to me as
P:esiding officer, but I would rather not go about that pos i tion of pretending there is a quorum or ru l ing that there is
a quorum here when there is, in fact, not the prescribed
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number of members to constitute a quorum. That was one reason
I felt a little relief on a minor score, at least, in moving
down to twenty-five.
I agree, also , with your comment, that if we have
enough crises , we will undoubtedly have enough faculty members
to meet our quorum, but I hesitate to adopt tha as a basis
for getting a turnout .
I probably will manage to provide enough crisis
situations , even without this point.
Professor Ikl~ has his hand up.
;

PROFESSOR IKLE
Since "Baca" is not here,
think I
would like to derive the students' language interes .
I don'
like the new language, either .
I think we hav
quorum of
a hundred to discuss our own business, but only fi y when w
conduct the most important business that is inve ed in his
authority.
Granted, that is an insult to th stud n s .
I
think that's the same kind of quorum -- it should be
in
both instances ; our own business and the gran ing of degr es.
HEADY

Professor Howarth .

HOWARTH
As far as what Professor Merkx said, I don't
like the way of doing things because of the investigd ing
committee, but I think what may have been said abou Smalley,
he may be right.
I heard Professor Merkx say that even the
administration is right , sometimes, but on the question of
the number of members, whether plus or minus five, I'm dubious
~fit, and per haps it's being too high . Maybe we'd better make
it seventy-five or fifty , perhaps, the same as the suggestion
for giving degrees , and I am inclined to agree with Professor
Ikl~.
HEADY

Professor Norman .

I would like to agree with Professor
PROFESSOR NORMAN
Howarth.
I think that what Senator Smalley says is utterly
. rrelevant. We vote on this thing on the matter of the
l~sues , if it's a hundred or fifty or whatever, so I a re
1 h him there .
I would like to know wh t you said h re.
a is the number of the adequate faculty? Yo said over
e last year , just for my own personal informa ion, wha is

12/9/69

P. 36

that number?
FACULTY MEMBER

What is the variability?

DORRIE
Before we made the suggestion for a smaller
quorum, the average was between fifty and a hundred and, often
closer to fifty, than a hundred. The suggestion was made because a number of other institutions, reput able institutions,
had done similar things, figuring that they would always get
out a reasonable number of fac ulty members, and whe n I had
suggested the smaller quorum, it was with the thought that
anyone would know what would be voted on a t a given mee ting .
That was turned down , so it took away part of the thrust of
my suggestion, but over the past year, one meeting earlier
t his year, had a hundred and thirteen. Others have been
h igher.
'
I wouldn't say we'd ever gone much above two twenty five. This room holds, I think, if all of the seats were
t aken, something like two hundred and sixty , but we h aven't
had a crowd that large, yet ..
FACULTY MEMBER
My whole point is: Are we skating
on thin ice if the number is near a hundred.
In other word s,
can we run the danger of calling a meeting or two a nd not
having a quorum?
~£4

DORRIE
I thinkAthe~~~~-~t meeting, as Marion saidJ
t hat we've had, but another o n ~ a h alf dozen of this1
and -COTTRELL
They had a hundred and thirteen voti ng,
John, and I counted a hundred and fifteen today. This, I
~hink, is the smallest meeting in a year and a half, just looking at the body of people here.
HEADY

Professor Green.

GREEN
We had quite a discussion of the relative meri t s
of why quorums came and quorums went when we made the changes
last time, but what concerns me here is that Professor
Cottrell says that our quorum of twenty-fi ve was indefensible.
I say, what's the matter with it? Why doesn't it work? We
have here the participatory people. I think it is b est.
When issues are there, people come. When issues that are
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probably not on the agenda, people don't come.
see what's wrong with it.

So I don't

COTTEELL
Well, as having a hundred and twenty-five
in attendance, I don't see that is difficult, so why don't
we move for a higher number? I don't know.
Secondly, let me imply that just not outside the
University, but within the University, there's been considerable criticism of the fact that twenty-five -- see, we
didn ' t pass the second part of the recommendation last year.
Twenty-five met and closed the agenda, but also, this
twenty-five could go ahead and pass the resolutions, and
when one of my colleagues says to me, "You know, I don't
like what the twenty-five did."
I said, "The last
twenty-five and a half, yes, but at every parliamentary,
you have consideration. At the very next meeting,
the very next meeting, you can ask for consideration."
These meetings generally occur thirty days apart.
I think that in general, we could look at it from the view- point that the business of the University, the educational
policy matters, the faculty welfare, the academic freedom
questions that lie with the faculty that were important
enough, if we are going to act upon them, we ought to be
able to get one-sixth of our faculty out, and if we can't
get one-sixth of our faculty out on a given day, we just don't
vote.
This is not~high quorum when you talk about one-sixth.
The one-third used to be -- was unreasonable. You couldn't
get a third out.
Now, if we had a closed agenda where you could vote
only on those issues, you could discuss anything, but vote
only on those issues that were published and called, then
You could defend twenty-five or better.
I don't like to vote
that way.
I feel we should be able to be free and discuss
whatever comes before the faculty, but I feel we should have
a little more participation in it.
HEADY

Professor Carey.

CAREY

I think any number we come up with would be
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arbitrary , and I think any number would be precedence for
court decision of establishing a quorum for organizations
with an indeterminate membership -- they are not established
o fix a quorum, a quorum by the cour, as an nalogy, s y,
that this is a town meeting and whoever shows up consti ut s
a qu um, because any number of a hundred or a hundred and
fifty would be attacked, I think.
HEADY

Professor Merkx .

MERKX
I'd like to offer something of
com romis .
I think there are two issues here. One is a -- w 11, hr
are three .
What is a useful number? What is
us ful s z
and the final is, one standard for the sud nts
don
ourselves.

i

0

for

The Policy Committee thought tha one hund
w
right for us, and fifty was all right for th sud
s.
like to suggest that the substitute motion for th
which will read , those members of the voting f cul
rs
on active duty during
semester, bu no f wer h n s v
five;:-which is halfway between fifty and a hundr di\ h 11
constitute a quorum for business .

11
'd
ion,

n
n y-

That is a motion .
Shall I make it fifty or -HEADY

What have you

for, fifty?

o , this

is an amendment to the proposed wording that makes it rad:
Those members of the voting faculty present on ac ive duty
during the semester , but no fewer than fifty , shall cons iute a quorum for business. The rest deleted . Any second
to this motion?
FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded .

HEADY
Seconded. Mr. Secretary , ar we free o voe
on an amendment today, so long as we don't tak final ction
on it?

ai

COTTRELL
If we
nded i
thirty days after that.

nex

month, we'd have

,

o
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DURRIE
HEADY

Absolutely.
Discussion?

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
First, I'd like to say the policies were
implemented for students and faculty.
I think the primary responsibility for degree candidates
lies with the college anyway, and it basically becomes a
formality, with a few exceptions; but as a general formality,
when this faculty acts on degree candidates, these are delegated to. the colleges, so when we are getting to say we are
not thinkfng of this seriously, the point is that we could have
a lack of a quorum, and if a quorum is too high at that time,
this is also not without precedence, and in fact, the University
of Indiana specifies two quorums: One ·for the business of the
University, other than conferring of degrees, because these
are taken care of in the certifications, and some of the real
efforts in certifying candidates is done back at the college
level which might be done with a real minority of the people
anyway.
This is all we have in mind, because how often, other
than the exceptions such as last spring when we were asking for
a certified candidate to be approved for a degree, that had been
turned down several times before, how often is any one student
contested at this level? It's been at the college level.
But by our constitution, we have to act upon this, so we are
not suggesting that this should be changed, but I do think
Philosophically, this prime responsibility should be from the
college and not as much with this particular faculty.
Now, second, I have no objection to compromis';[the number,
and I would support it wholeheartedly, if higher than fifty.
Why don't we settle at number seventy-five? I think it is a
significant change, and it would c a use us no difficulty .
~e could live with it, probably, year-round, and come June,
if we don't have seventy-five, we'll stay here until the
secretary goes out and calls a few department chairmen in and
says, "Look, you've got a responsibility with the faculty."
We can live with it. Let's make it seventy-five if we're
going to change it to something .worthwhile·
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Professor Wagar and Professor --

FACULTY MEMBER
I don't really want to reply, but I
would like to say to your argument, why bother with the approval
of the candidates for degree or vice versa, why is there so
much rumpus on the particular issue that did come out, that
is, to say that it is worthwhile with the faculty doing this
and that.
If so, I would like to leave that standing.
PROFESSOR WAGAR
I don't see that it makes any difference to this quorum at all. We ought to be able to come and
go as we please, and it seems that business can be conducted
equally, as many as are here. We do have a responsibility
to come.
If we don't, we don't.
It's all right to have a
quorum, if this is acceptable to our parliamentarian today,
then I think we should consid~r defeating this motion next
time, and abolishing the quorum altogether.
HEADY
Yes, sir.

Is there any other discussion on the amendment?

PROFESSOR ANDERSON
HEADY

I'd like to make one observation.

Mr. Anderson.

ANDERSON
As an observer of confrontation politics
for a while, I thought this issue or the previous issue which
we just finished discussing, the whole poem issue which is
really whether there are as many people here today, that
there are -- is, I think, an example of confrontation politics,
in that the side we normally don't associate with, in this
case, the investigative legislative committee, I think I was
opposed to the response on the previous issue or any kind of
a response, and I think this one is just another example of the
appropriate response, the strongest response or the reaction
you can have if a hundred, a milder would be seventy-five, and
fifty is kind of average, and eliminating the quorum altogether
would be the thing, I think, most appropriate.
HEADY

Is there further discussion on that?

DEAN TRAVELSTEAD
May I ask a question on that: Did
You incorporate seventy-five or are we still standing on fifty,
on that amendment?
HEADY

Fifty is the way I

MERKX

My amendment still stands for fifty.

Maybe the
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rest who want more and those who want less could vote on it.
HEADY
Are you ready to vote on the amendm nt?
in favor please aye; opposed, no. The motion is los .
amendment is lost.

Those
Th

That brings us back to any further discussion t a you
may want to have today on the wording as submitted by the
Policy Committee.
PROFESSOR LOFTFIELD
Mr. President, for wha ever it
is worth, I might point out, if the new quorum w re in
effect right now, we'd have to close shop. There are pr sently
eighty-one persons here.
FACULTY MEMBER

That might be good.

FACULTY MEMBER

Not a bad idea.

HEADY

Professor Green and then Professor Thomason

after that.
GREEN
Since there has been this interes
x ressed
in abolishing quorum, I move that the quorum -- th
this
motion be replaced by a statemen in the Faculty Constiution or by simply abolishing the quorum as stated in the
Faculty Constitution.
THOMASON

I second it.

HEADY
Your motion is to eliminate any provision
dealing with a quorum requirement in the Faculty Consti ution?
GREEN

That's right.

HEADY
I assume that would mean as the equivalen
Just voting for a void here in place of any --

of

GREEN
Yes, sir, this has been sugge ed and people
have expressed some interest, so I felt we should see wh
he feeling is.
HEADY
Is it all right to put this in tha
endment would elimina e the presen wordin in
Constitution concerning the quorum?

you
Faculty
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GREEN

That is right.

I am not sure how or whether to deal with this
HEADY
as a substitute motion or an amendment to the motion. Now,
I have two parliamentarians here now.
PROFESSOR EUBANK

Deal with it as a substitute motion.

DRUMMOND
Mr. President, I think we are out of order.
I think we are out of order in that motion. I was out of
order, too, it seems to me, and voting on that motion -this motion is actually taking something that is required
by our constitution to be put on the table for thirty days.
FACULTY MEMBER

No.

HEADY
As I understand, we cannot take final action
at this meeting, but we can debate and, presumably, adopt
modifications of what will be carried over.
DRUMMOND
But if we accept the substitute motion that
lies on the table, then if we decide to amend it at the next
meeting, would that have
COTTRELL
DURRIE

Thirty days.
Another thirty days.

We how have before us a substitute motion which
HEADY
would delete the present wording in the Faculty Constitution
concerning the quorum.
Is there debate on that? Professor
Kanowi tz.
PROFESSOR KANOWITZ
I would like to speak in favor
of the substitute motion. One point, in its favor, is that
as the point has been made already, several times, it is
worth repeating, that is, if we have anything worthwhile coming
up on the agenda, we're going to have people here; so far as
us being able to sleep at night is concerned, we can be
reasonably certain that we are going to have complete participation on issues that count, but the reason for voting to
eliminate any quorum, r think Professor has alluded to it,
I think he's absolutely right, we can't, no matter how we try,
consider this matter of a quorum by ignoring what that legislative committee did up in Santa Fe, and I don't think it is
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simply a matter of post hac, post-factum a situation because
"They barked, we jump". I think this debate has to be considered in the context of what was going on up in Santa Fe, with
all of the accusations of something sinister going on at the
University, what with the bad guys, quote and unquote, the
people that follow the Mitchells, the radicals, as Mr. Mitchell
says, "The liberal communists", that all those bad guys are
putting things over on the good guys because they've got this
sneaky thing of a twenty-five-person quorum, and when the good
guys aren't looking, all the bad things are happening at
meetings, and I think it would be a beautiful response on the
part of this faculty in the face of an illegal investigation
that was carried on in Santa Fe and is still being carried on,
although not anywhere nearly as effectively as they thought it
would be, for us to respond to that kind of poking around in
our business, by saying, "Yes. Thank you for calling to our
attention the fact that we may have a quorum problem and we
have decided to eliminate the quorum al together."
HEADY
Any further discussion?
Professor Solomon.

Are you ready?

PROFESSOR SOLOMON
As to the interesting talk, what
is good for the University?
FACULTY MEMBER

I can't hear you.

SOLOMON
What is good for the University, because I
really don't care what one wants a quorum for or doesn't want
a quorum for.
I think either position is pretty senseless of
being taken here, and I think the decision of whether we should
have a quorum or what size it should be should depend on what
is good for the University, and not Smalley.
(Applause.)
HEADY

Professor Barnhart.

PROFESSOR BARNHART
I have one suggestion to make.
I
~on't frankly think that the quorum, if we adopt one, really
18 going to guaranty that people are going to come to faculty
meetings, if that's the problem we're dealing with. Why don't
We consider something about docking every member ten dollars
for every meeting he misses?
HEADY

That's a good revenue producer.

Is there
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any other discussion? Are you ready to vote on the substitute motion?
Professor Merkx.
MERKX
Just one point, and that is maybe not having
a quorum at all is the best way to have people come to
meetings, if they have the convictions there. There may be
a hundred people. There may be the representative number,
but without a quorum, people might think their presence is
more useful and would spur them to continue to keep a good
attendance record.
HEADY

Are you ready to vote on the substitute motion?

PROFESSOR ROTHENBERG
I have a question here.
If
we have absolutely no quorum here and are here with two that
are .gathered in the name of U.N.M. with Fjrrel Heady
constituting the faculty
HEADY

Yes?

ROTHENBERG

Well, either the Jews have ten or a million --

(Inaudible, heavy accent that Reporter could not
understand)
-- I mean, there does seem to be some theological
merit of giving it -- we can have the vote of some beautiful
people here and invoke the Holy Spirit -- there does seem to
be some merit in these things, rather than indefinite numberings, because supposing you and I met, are we the faculty
meeting?
HEADY
vote.

If I come by myself, I can cast the deciding

ROTHENBERG
I mean, Senator Smalley -- Senator
Smalley and all that is beautiful, but -FACULTY MEMBER
tion?

Question.

Question.

Question.

HEADY
Is whoever speaking moving the previous quesI hear the voice.
PROFESSOR MILLER

Question.

HEADY
Miller. Miller moves the previous question.
Restate it so I'll know what it is.
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Well, your motion for the previous question will close
debate and a vote on this substitute motion, it it is passed.
We are now voting on the previous question.
If it
passes by two-thirds vote, we will immediately proceed to vote
on this substitute motion. Those in favor of the previous
question, please say aye, opposed no. The motion is carried.
We will now vote on the substitute motion. Are you all
clear about what we are voting on? Those in favor -- do you
want me to read it?
FACULTY MEMBER

Yes.

HEADY
The present language is: Those members of the
voting faculty present, on active duty during a semester, but
no fewer than twenty-five, shall constitute a quorum for
business.
The substitute motion would strike all of that language
from the Faculty Constitution. It would leave no wording
concerning the quorum in the constitution.
Those in favor of the substitute motion, please say aye.
Opposed, no. The motion is lost.
FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

~~~ ~

May we have a mtsis,on?

Those in favor of the substitute motion, please

stand.
(THEREUPON, a count was made of thirty-seven.)
HEADY

stand.

Those opposed to the substitute motion, please

(THEREUPON, a count of fifty was made.)
HEADY
The tabulation was thirty-seven in favor and
fifty against. so the substitute motion is lost and we are
again back to the proposed wording as submitted by the Policy
Committee. Do you want to discuss that further? Professor
Regener.
REGENER

I want to move that the number be changed
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from a hundred to fifty, and that it be equal for, on matters
that come before the meeting.
HEADY

We already voted on that exact --

COTTRELL

What about seventy-five, Bill?

FACULTY MEMBER

Move to the next item on the agenda.

FACULTY MEMBER

Second the motion.

FACULTY MEMBERS
HEADY

Seconded.

What does this vote take, moving on to the next

agenda?
FACULTY MEMBER
President Heady, on the other occasion,
when we had a substitute motion and it lost, wasn't the ruling
that the original motion had been lost as well?
FACULTY MEMBER
FACULTY MEMBER
house at this time?
FACULTY MEMBER

No.

No.

I mean, is there a motion before

he

Yes.

FACULTY MEMBER
I don't think so.
rnentarians are disagreeing.

The two parlia-

HEADY
Well, there is this, that in this case, we
cannot take final action, and I interpret this as meaning whe her
we want to carry over for final action the next time, a proposal to eliminate any mention to a quorum, or to carry over
the proposal that was submitted to us by the Policy Conunittee.
FACULTY MEMBER
FACULTY MEMBER
the next agenda?

I didn't hear your interpretation.
Is the motion on the floor to move to

HEADY
Yes.
I'm trying to get parliamentary advice
as to how to deal with that question. The previous question,
I assume, is not in order.
FACULTY MEMBER

Clear out of order.

Further, that is
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calling for a change of business, which is most complicated.
HEADY
I would declare that out of order.
Merkx, Professor El l is?

Professor

.l'u.-

ME RKX
I wish to ~move my original motion, which is
to change the wording to read seventy-five, which apparently
is an acceptab le number after all.
HEADY
Now, your motion was to change the number to
seventy-five and -MERKX
And to drop the difference between faculty and
students. In other words, just one number of seventy-five
for a quorum.
HEADY
All right. This is an amendment substituting
the previous amendment for seventy-five to fifty.
COTTRELL
HEADY

Seconded.
Seconded.

FACULTY MEMBERS

no.

Question.

HEADY
Those in favor, please say aye.
The motion is carried.

Those opposed,

Now, this will substitute this version to carry over
until the next time, unless you want to talk about this further
t oday. Professor Regener.
REGENER
I don't think it is right to take final action
on this particular thing at the next meeting because this
Minutes of
modified proposal has not been published and will not be
Faculty Meetpublished the way we are getting minutes of the meeting late.
ings
I've been trying to get up to say that for a long time.
I
would suggest that the secretary make all possible efforts
to summarize the minutes of the previous meeting in time for
t~e next meeting, and even if he does that, the new proposal
wi11 not have been published for a whole month.
I think that now we have to wait for two months to do
t his, since not all the faculty have been advised of the new
w~rding of this resolution, the rest who are not here toni ght
wi11 not know what they are waiting for, a whole month or
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something else than what they think we are waiting for.
HEADY
The secretary has asked for the floor.
not sure for what purpose, but --

I'm

DURRIE
I feel I have to defend myself. Our very
excellent stenographic firm is a very busy firm and they
do their best to get the minutes, verbatim minute~ to us as
soon as they can. You are all aware, I'm sure, that we have
had possibly not large numbers, but rather late meetings,
and these have run into fifty or sixty or seventy and more
pages of transcript. As soon as these reach me, which is
not ever before a month, I think, after the meeting, I get
the summarized minutes out, but we will continue to do as
well as we can.
HEADY
Now, I wonder, do you have any comment on our
parliamentary situation here? We have adopted an amendment
to the proposed wording.
Does that mean that at the next meeting, all we can do
is publicize this fact to be considered at the next meeting
or can we take final action on this matter at the next
meeting?
COTTRELL
Mr. President, if it were amended at one
meeting and there were no further amendments at the next
meeting, and the meetings were thirty days apart, we would
have to act upon it.
I think Professor Regener has a good
point.
I would like to ask a special form, that the
secretary take . an amended form of it and distribute it this
week to the faculty, which would be better than thirty days
in advance of the meeting.
That would meet your suggestion, then, ProHEADY
fessor Regener?
REGENER
Well, half of it. We met at the beginning
of the meeting and we never do -- never had any meetings
like, from May or something like that.
I think the minutes
should come out in time for the next meeting, a~d I think
that it actually should be presented to the mee~for
approval. Actually, minutes should be presented to the
meeting for approval, the summarized minutes, of course,
don't tell the whole story and I don't think it is right
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to let one meeting go by without having the minutes out for
the last meeting.
HEADY
distribute the
of the time of
matter will be

Well, my understanding is that we will
amended wording this week, within thirty days
our next scheduled meeting, ·a nd that this
up for final action then at the next meeting.

FACULTY MEMBER
Mr. President, I wonder if Professor
Regener was threatening to ask about the verbatim minutes.
HEADY
We'll take that up, and perhaps, the Policy
Committee as well.
There being no further discussion, I hope, on the
matter of the proposed constitutional amendment, we still
have the final item, the recommendation for a change in the
maximum retirement age from sixty-five to sixty-eight. The
report will be b y Professor Ellis in the Insurance Committee.
PROFESSOR ELLIS
I believe we are operating under
our automatic two-hour limitation.
HEADY
That gives you fifteen minutes.
start on time.
ELLIS

We did not

I will be briefer than that.

The power to set the retirement
Regents. The present rule promulgated
that retirement shall be compulsory at
Provision that the Regents, by special
that in individual cases.

Rec ommendati o n
from Retirement
and Insurance
age lies with the
Committee
to
by the Regents is
Raise
c
ompulsixty-five with a
s ory Retirement
action, may extend
Age f rom 65 t o
68

The Re·tirement and Insurance Committee is recommending
to the Regents and therefore bringing before the Faculty
for your discussion and whatever recommendation the Faculty
would like to send to the Regents, a recommendation that
that retirement, that compulsory retirement age be raised
from sixty-five to sixty-eight, with the same kind of
Provisions f or particular extensions in particular cases.
The particular language that we are suggesting is that
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the Retirement and Insurance Committee and perhaps the
Faculty recommends that the Regents change the rule so
that the compulsory retirement age be raised from
sixty-five to sixty-eight, provided that yearly extensions
beyond age sixty-eight may be made by the Regents on
motion of the Faculty Members, Dean, where necessary for
the welfare of the University.
That is strange language,
making it the case that we would expect those yearly
exceptions to be rather rare.
I'm told that there's only
been one such exception under the present sixty-five age
policy in the memory of members of the Retirement Committee,
at least.
The reasons for the Retirement and Insurance Committee
motions extending the age by three years are obviously ~
life expectancies are going up, presumably equal in this
generation will be -- are living a little bit longer, and
competent to a higher age than those in past generations.
Presumably, that will continue into future generations.
Another reason is that the retirement benefits of
those who choose to retire at sixty-eight, rather than sixtyfive, will understandably be substantially better.
Under the present retirement program, they will be
better because you will be multiplying by a larger number
of years, plus the probabili_ty that the average wage for
the final five years will also be higher, so that under our
present plan, even if it is not changed, which I hope it will
be by the time most of us retire, but even if it is not, it
is perfectly clear that the retirement benefit will be
considerably improved by those who retire at sixty-eight,
instead of sixty-five.
It is perfectly clear that if this recommendation
were accepted by the Regents and acted upon, those who wish
to retire at sixty-five can still do so without any
disadvantage, at least without any obvious disadvantage that
I am aware of.
It would simply be extending an option to those who
would not retire at sixty-five, to wait until sixty-eight.
HEADY

Professor Norman.
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NORMAN I would like to point out to. .the Faculty. that
the American Association o f ~ University. Professors does
recommend the retirement age of seventy.
I think they say
this, do they not? They made the statement in -FACULTY MEMBER

out.

I don' t know.

NORMAN
Yes, it's in one of. the bulletins that came
They recommend a higher retirement.
HEADY

Professor Drummond.

DRUMMOND I'd like to ask Professor Ellis if any
consideration was given to a different retirement age for
people in administrative positions. I'm quite serious about
this, and it has no reflection on people who are now in
administrative positions, but I think there ·may be some
difference between remaining on as a professor from age
sixty-five to sixty-eight and remaining on as a President
or Academic Vice-President or a Vice-President in charge
of student affairs and so on, and I think this is an issue
which we, as J'acul ty.fambers, ought .to face quite openly
and with the administration.
ELLIS
The committee did not have a full discussion
of that question, as we did of the more general question of
retirement.
The point was mentioned to the committee and
the resolution, at that time, was, "let's do what we think
we should do on the broader question on retirement, in
general, with the understanding that that can always be
raised and perhaps will be, soon."
HEADY

Doctor Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD
I do not wish to speak for or against
the motion. I'd like to make another observation. This
is another critical question that we have had before us
for several years and I submit that recommendation requires
and deserves large consideration, with a large number of
Faculty here, where it would be p.ut £irst on the agenda.
I
think many of us have feelings that we'd like to express,
Pros or cons, debate, and I think it would get better
consideration if it were taken up at the first or second
meetiil'g.
I think most people would feel better abo.ut it.
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HEADY

Professor Miller.

PROFESSOR MILLER
I'd like to make a motion that
we treat this suggestion the same way as we did the
suggestion of the Professor that we publicize the fact
that this will come up first .at the next meeting, publicize
it this way, along with the quorum suggestion and end it
at the next meeting, the next Faculty meeting.
I'd like
to make that as a motion.
FACULTY MEMBER
Maybe I should also suggest that
the AAUP statement regarding retirement age, also, be
included. There's a definite statement by the AAUP.
HEADY
I wonder if we could put the constitutional
amendment as the first amendment of business on the next
time, and this, the second item of business, before anything
else.
ADAMS

I move we adjourn.

FACULTY MEMBER

no.

Seconded.

HEADY
Seconded. Those in favor, say aye.
The meeting is adjourned.

Opposed,

Adjournment, 5:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Durrie,
Secretary
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BA, LOT FOR FACULTY REPRESENTATTOF ON COMHITTEE ON UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE .

tnstructions ·for preferential ballot :

Indicate your preference by a ·

number preceding each name -- i . e.; p~~a 1 b~fore your first . choice ,
a 2

before your second choice, and so on'

entire ?-1st of / f nominees .
.

,

.

\

consecuti v.ely, through the

Your entire \allo t wi 11 be :inva.lid unless

every name has~ number precedin~ it·.

It will also be invalid if the

numbe rs ~ not consec ut ive fro m 1 ·throw;~

Li_.

~

Aar~n ( ~ )

Martin

.

Black ·

Noonan ·

-

!

_

Corbin

_

Dunl ap

Prince

'
. 1

'

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
November 5, 1969
To:
From:

The Faculty, University of New Mexico
Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure

The AAUP 1940 Statement of Principles, which appears as Appendix
I to the Policy on Academic Freedom and Tenure (approved by the
Faculty March 11, 1969; and by the Board of Regents March 15, 1969)
contains the following:
The college or university teacher is a citizen, a
member of a learned profession, and an officer of
an educational institution. When he speaks or writes
as a citizen, he should be free from institutional
censorship or discipline, but his special position
in the community imposes special obligations. As a
man of learning and an educational officer, he should
remember that the public may judge his profession and
his institution by his utterances. Hence he should
at all times be accurate, should exercise appropriate
restraint, should show respect for the opinions of
others, and should make every effort to indicate that
he is not an institutional spokesman.
Through the years, in our judgment, the Faculty at UNM has
generally acted in ways harmonious with this statement. That some
memb~rs of the Faculty or their assistants may have acted somewhat
hastily at times is, of course, possible. Restricting academic
freedom in the hope that fewer such instances will occur seems to
the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure not likely to achieve
the ends sought by those who call for such action.
By the very nature of its functions, a University deliberately
selects people to serve on its faculty who know more about many
aspects of society, the sciences, the arts, and the humanities than
m?ny (perhaps most) people in the culture surrounding the institution. That these scholars will be critical of what is written, said,
proposed, and tried in the "world outside the University" is
ob
·
. vious
. That some of them may, under pressure of events, occasionally say or write something, either on or off campus, that many
people may deem unwise, insulting, or distasteful is to be expected .
Continuing controversy is, therefore, likely and desirable.
We do not feel it would be profitable at this time to attempt
to de~ine II appropriate restraint II in more specific terms than now
~sed in the AAUP 1940 Statement on Principles . We would like to call
0 the attention of all members of the Faculty the following statement by Committee A of AAUP (dated 1964) "relating to the faculty
member's exercise of his freedom of speech as a citizen. The State~ent emphasizes the essential considerations and procedures when a
facul~y member's utterances raise grave doubts concerning his fitness
or his position. 11

2
Committee A Statement on Extramural Utterances
The 1940 Statement of Principles asserts the facu lty
member's right to speak or write, as citizen, free
from institutional censorship or discipline. At the
same time it calls attention to the faculty me mber's
special obligations arising from his position in the
community: to be accurate, to exercise appropri ate
restraint, to show respect for the opinions of o thers,
and to make every effort to indicate that he is not
an institutional spokesman. An interpretation of the
1940 Statement, agreed to at a conference of t h e AAC
and the AAUP held on November 8, 1940 , states that an
administration may file charges in accordance with procedures outlined in the Statement if it feels t h at a
faculty member has failed to observe the above admonitions and believes that his extramural utterances raise
grave doubts concerning his fitness for his posi tion.
In cases involving such charges, it is essential that
the hearing should be condu cted by an appropriate-preferably elected--faculty committee , as provi ded
in Section 4 of the 1958 Statement on Procedural
Standards in Faculty Dismissal Proceed ings. The controlling principle is that a faculty member's expression of opinion as a citizen cannot constitute g rounds
for dismissal unless it clearly demonstrates the faculty
member's unfitness for his position. Extramural uttera~ces rarely bear upon the faculty me mber's fitness for
his
position. Moreover I a final decision should take
'
into account the faculty member's entire record as a
teacher and scholar. In the absence of weighty evidence of unfitness the administration should not prefer charges: and
it is not clearly proved in the
hea 7i~g that the faculty member is unfit for hi~ .
~osition, the faculty committee should make a finding
in favor of the faculty member concerned.

if

Committee A asserts that it will view with particular
gravity an administrative or board reversal of a
~avorable faculty committee hearing judgment in a case
involving extramural utterances. In the words of the
1940 Statement of Principles, "the administration
should remember that teachers are citizens and should
be accorded the freedom of citizens." In a democratic
society freedom of speech is an indispensable ri ght of
the citizen. Committee A will vigorously uphold that
right.
The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee at UNM urges all
~culty members to remember that a measure of humility , of compassion for the feelings of others, and of concern for the effects of
our behavior is needed by all of us.
f

274
The following resolution is sponsored by the faculty listed below.
we suggest that the vote be by secret ballot.
We, the members of the University of New Mexico faculty,
fully endorse our right to criticize each other in print
and in public. However, we regard public statements of
any kind calling for the dismissal of a fellow faculty
member to be a serious violation of collegial responsibility and propriety. Procedures are available for
bringing charges against faculty members should anyone
feel compelled to do so.
Sponsors
I

David Bachelor

Frank Ikle

Paul F. Schmidt

Marion Cottrell

David M. Johnson

Robert Sickels

Lois Dilatush

Joel M. Jones

Harry P . Stumpf

Ronald Dolkhart

Robert W. Kern

E . W. Tedlock, Jr .

Bernard Epstein

Joanna de Keyser

Jame s L. Thorson

Joseph Fashing

Karl Koenig

Richard F. Tomasson

Douglas George

Richard

Micha Gisser

Harold

Theodore Guinn

Martin Needler

David Hamilton

Harold Rhodes

c.
c.

Metzler
Meier

Antonio Ugalde

w.

Wa r r en Wagar

Charles E . Woodhouse

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
GraduatG School
November 4, 1969
To:

Faculty

From:

George P. Springer, VP/Rand Dean, Graduat~ School

Subject:

Report on the First Summ8r of the Exper imental Prugram on
the Col Iego of Santa Fe campus.

Last year the faculty authorized a two- year experiment in which
UNM would offer graduate courses on the College of Santa Fe campus
during thd Summer Session . A part of that authorization i nc l uded tht
stipulation that an interim report s hould be made after t he first
summer, so that the faculty could be advised of the relat ive success
of the program.
Eight courses were offered during this first summer, i nc l uding
on8 in Elementary Education, one in Guidance and Special Education,
two in Foundations of Education, two in English, and two in Hi story .
A total of fifty-three students enro l led in those eight courses.
Because of the I imited enrollment, the income was insufficient to
cover expenses, result i ng in a deficit of slight ly mor8 than $3,000
which was made up by t he Co I Iege of Santa Fe. It is anticipated that
the additional pL1b lici ty generated by this first summer wi II result
in sufficient en rollments for future programs to be self- supporting .
As mig ht be expecte d, there were problems connected with the
admission, regist~ation, and recording of grades of the students
involved in this first trial . The off-campus location caused some
problems, and the lack of experience in handling them made it difficult
to anticipate some of t he needs which arose. The experience gained in
th~ first year c2n be us e d to mini mize such prob lems in t he fu ture,
although t he comm un icat ion and dista nce invo lved wi I I continue to I im it
the efficiency of procedures . On t he whole, however, these administrative problems ware minor.
Probably the most serious handicap to the entire operat ion was
tile lack of adequate I i!::>rary faci I ities at the College of Sa nta Fe.
The administration of t he Col :ege attempted to ti I I in the most glari ng
lacks , but it is obvious that the li brary resources wi I I rema i n inadequate for some time . Individ ual instructors attempted to overcome
this difficulty through the use of books of readings and other resources
which could be obtained through the University of New Mexico Library
or from private sources , but al I of these solutions left someth ing to
be desired.
.
The feeling seems to be unanimous among tho professors participating
in the program that it was a worth- while venture, and that i t helped to
create better communication and better understanding wit h t he people
of the Santa Fe area . With certain qua I ificat ions, al I of them recommended that the program be continued the second year .
GPS/lol

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
December 1, 1969
To:
From:

Mr. John N. Durrie, Secretary
M. M. Cottrell, Chairman, Policy committee

Subject:

Proposed constitutional Amendment Regarding Quorum

The Policy committee proposes that the first sentence of
section S(b) of the Faculty constitution be amended as follows:
Present wording:
Those members of the voting Faculty present, on
active duty during a semester, but no fewer than
twenty-five, shall constitute a quorum for business .
Proposed wording:
Those members of the voting Faculty present, on
active duty during a semester, but no fewer than
one hundred, shall constitute a quorum for business,
except that for purposes of approving candidates
for degrees a quorum shall be defined as no fewer
than fifty members.

